SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES IV: On the 
feasibility of creating a movement and fighting the 
tecnoindustrial system, and on morals.' 


H: J have a problem that I can’t solve when I think about what would be the kind of 
human being that is needed to confront the issue we are discussing: to put an end to the 
technoindustrial system. If we assume as correct and take into account those values that 
emerge from considering the natural tendencies, necessities and capacities of the 
human being, we would find that some things like laziness, the rejection of sacrifice and 
of suffering, etc. (i.e., elements that are included among our self-preservation 
mechanisms), are hardly compatible with a cause that requires commitment, mental 
strength, the ability to stay on a target that doesn’t attempt against our survival (I mean 
that it doesn’t go against our survival as directly as dying by a predator or of thirst), 
etc. That is, to live and even to be able to die for an ideal, something for which we are 
not genetically designed; or at least this is my understanding. How is that?, is it 
because we are out of the natural context of the human being that we must act in such 
way that is contrary to our nature (ironically, in order to be able to function again 
according to it)? If it were so, then, what is the difference between this and the idealism 
that other “revolutionary” struggles promote? Or, on the contrary, would it be 
desirable to aspire to have a value system that, though based on those tendencies and 
necessities (on all of them, not only on those which current morality regards as good), 
is subjected to change or modification through the use of reason? Wouldn’t we again 
fall again into the error of wanting to direct our future with this? 


And related with the above, though it is possible that you also answer it partly when you 
answer the above, I would like to know if you could develop a little more your idea 
about the “good” and the “bad”, because I think that I have read that you regard it 
strategically counterproductive, and perhaps because of this I have not found much 
information about it in your blog. But it is important to me. 


U.R.: If I am not missing any detail, your first doubt could be summarized as follows: 


a. At least, some of the necessary requirements to be part of a movement against 
technoindustrial society actually may be contrary to human nature, so it would be 
impossible that any human being might meet them and, thus, such a movement 
couldn’t be created, much less function efficiently. 


b. Even if the creation and functioning of a movement against technoindustrial society 
were compatible with human nature, to try to rationally, consciously and 
intentionally create and run a movement against technoindustrial society would go 
against the principle which states that one can’t rationally control and lead the 
development of dynamic and complex processes and systems, because these are 
unpredictable by definition. This in turn would imply falling into the same errors and 
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problems caused to date by trying to rationally lead and control human society and 
Nature. 


If there is something else that I am missing or something that I have not understood 
well, please, let me know. 


Well, regarding (a): 


First of all, even though it were true that our nature doesn’t tend to make us make 
efforts and sacrifices for something else beyond primary needs (such as, for 
example, for an ideal), it may not be, to some extent, necessarily incompatible with 
this either. Not to be something is not always the same as to be contrary to that 
something, or incompatible with it. For example, we naturally neither need nor tend 
to write or to read, although we are capable of learning to do it, and when we do it, it 
doesn’t necessarily imply that we are acting against our nature. 


On the other hand, our nature does not exclusively tend towards laziness and sparing 
effort beyond what is indispensable to assure our survival in the short term. For 
example, we also need to realize activities that require an effort in order to achieve 
important goals (goals that are necessary to develop and sufficiently meet our natural 
needs, tendencies and capacities, which, in turn, were originally directly or indirectly 
related with reproductive success) in the medium and long term. And if today we 
don’t need to make efforts anymore in order to achieve such goals (because we can 
achieve them without much effort thanks to modern technology, for example) or if 
we can’t achieve them, not even minimally, however much we exert ourselves 
(because somehow we are prevented from doing it -for example, through 
prohibitions-; or because they are beyond our ability to reach them in the current 
circumstances), psychological problems emerge or/and we devise surrogate 
activities that replace those natural activities and that at least let us exert effort for 
and achieve something, whatever it is. Psychologically we need some degree of 
activity, effort and even sacrifice in the medium and long term, as much as to rest 
and to conserve energy physically. Not everything comes down to laziness, to 
avoiding effort and discomfort and to exerting oneself only in achieving immediate 
goals. 


Moreover, and leaving the above aside, I think that, while what you say is generally 
true to a great extent, there are actually some “exceptions” or cases which are 
outside the norm. 


Every human being has a common nature (psychological traits —needs, capacities 
and tendencies- that are determined by the genetics of our species), but there are 
individual variations in this general human nature. Most people display the traits that 
constitute human nature to a degree that is quite close to some average value, but 
some persons display some of those traits to a degree that is either quite higher than 
the average or quite lower than it. The members of the movement against 
technoindustrial society (at least its founders and leaders) should have some of those 
psychological traits in a quite higher degree (or quite lower degree, depending on the 
case) than the average population. And this is not something impossible, at least in 
theory. In fact, it happens frequently, though it doesn’t produce a movement against 
technoindustrial society. Many of those who in practice manage and lead 
organizations (large enterprises, state administrations, scientist teams, etc.), who 
often aren’t the same as those who formally or publicly seem to lead those 
organizations, are examples of it. For example, most people tend to be lazy and to 


avoid effort and sacrifice beyond that which is strictly necessary in the short term. 
But there are some individuals, like those I have just mentioned (and others) that, at 
least sometimes and for some things, are able to make and keep on making efforts 
and sacrifices in the long term. And the same happens regarding the rest of traits that 
are part of our nature. There are some people who are much more intelligent than the 
average; or much more tenacious; or much more competitive; or much more 
aggressive; or much more conscientious; etc. They are a small minority, but they 
exist. 


The problem is that, regarding each of those natural traits, those who are outside the 
average values are but a small minority, so the probability that they are outside the 
average not only regarding one but regarding several traits simultaneously is the 
lower the more these traits are (the total probability or frequency would be the 
product of all the probabilities or frequencies of each trait; and the product of factors 
lower than one and higher than zero -as probabilities are- is always a much lower - 
closer to zero- value than those of the factors multiplied). The would-be members of 
a movement contrary to technoindustrial society should be outside the average 
values in all those psychological traits that were necessary requirements to create 
such movement and make it work efficiently, so the probability of this happening is 
even lower than for each trait taken separately. 


In addition, we have to take into account that they should not only posses some 
natural psychological traits to a higher or lower degree than most of the rest of the 
population (the requirements relative to attitude), but they should also meet other 
requirements not so much dependent on human nature, such as espousing the 
appropriate values, ideas and goals; hving the necessary resources or means (or the 
possibility of accessing to them); to have the social and environmental 
circumstances which allow or even favour the emergence and development of the 
movement; etc. which would reduce the probability of this movement emerging and 
functioning correctly even more. 


On the other hand, according to how you present it, it seems that such people should 
devote themselves completely and exclusively to the movement against 
technoindustrial society, without having their “own lives”, i.e., without being able to 
devote themselves to satisfying at least some of their natural psychological needs 
outside the activity of the movement. In such a case, it certainly would be virtually 
impossible to find anybody suitable. Nobody is able to devote himself intensely to 
something for a long time, without taking breaks or disconnecting and realizing 
other activities too, to some extent and one way or another, from time to time. Yet, 
among the requirements there isn’t any which requires them to devote themselves 
exclusively and full-time to the cause, leaving the rest of their natural needs, 
tendencies and capacities without adequate satisfaction, expression or development, 
but “only” to devote themselves to it very seriously, intensely and continuously over 
time. What is required is a very strong commitment, but nothing is said about 
devoting oneself to it during every waking hour. To the members of the movement 
(especially concerning its founders and leaders) the cause against the 
technoindustrial system should be one of the most important things in their lives (or 
even the most important thing), and they should devote themselves to it a great part 
of their time and energy, for a long period of time (perhaps during their whole 
lives). But this doesn’t mean that they only can or must devote themselves to that. 
This would be impossible, inadvisable and even pathological (obsessive). 


So I don’t think that it is totally impossible that some people exist who would be able 
to create and run a movement against technoindustrial society which is really serious 
and effective. Neither do I think that it is impossible that some of those people would 
end up gathering together to create such a movement. The probability is certainly very 
low, but it is not necessarily zero. 


Of course, it is much more probable that what happens is that either enough people of 
the type needed to create such a movement never get together (though not many of 
them would be necessary), or that, if some people willing to create a movement against 
tecnoindustrial society do get together, and despite thinking that they themselves are 
adequate, they don’t actually meet the necessary requirements for it, and so the attempt 
at a movement will end up being a fiasco, an unserious and inefficient movement or 
even worse, something counterproductive (something that will end up even hindering 
or making impossible further attempts to create a really serious and efficient 
movement). 


As you can see, if one thinks about it, there is no lack of problems and trammels, 
though anyway I think I have shown that, at least theoretically, it is not impossible. 


Or putting it otherwise and just answering your questions directly and simply: 


e “Is it because we are out of the natural context of the human being that we must act 
in such way that is contrary to our nature (ironically to be able to function again 
according to it)?” 


No. It is impossible to act against human nature, beyond some particular cases very 
restricted in time, without suffering serious disruptions and problems. Everyone has 
his own natural limitations and to force them is to cause problems, not to solve them. 
What has to be done is to try to promote that some of those individuals, whose 
nature would allow them to create and operate a movement against technoindustrial 
society without forcing it, because their nature is different from the average 
regarding some traits that are useful and necessary for the development and efficient 
functioning of such movement, feel like doing it. Impossible things are not asked. At 
least they are not impossible for some people, though perhaps they are for the 
majority. 


“What is the difference between this and the idealism that other “revolutionary” 
struggles promote?” 


That in any case nobody is overlooking the existing physical or material limitations 
(including genetic ones, i.e., human nature). That the existence of such limitations 
and the fact that in most cases and individuals such limitations prevent these 
individuals from being adequate for being a useful part of a serious and efficient 
movement against technoindustrial society, and even less so for efficiently founding 
and/or leading it, is always acknowledged. That it is acknowledged that only a small 
minority would be, at least in theory, qualified by nature to carry out such a task. 
That it is acknowledged that it is a very, very difficult labor. That the materialist 
view of reality is never left aside by falling into fantasies which overlook it and 
force human nature beyond its limits, such as egalitarianism (e.g., to fall into the 
error of thinking that all individuals are equal and have the same ability and that 
everybody has to be treated and evaluated equally), democracy (e.g., to fall into the 
error of thinking that everybody is equally able of running or leading, that everybody 
can and must participate under equal conditions in the management and government 
of any organization or issue, and that every contribution in this regard is equally 


respectable and valuable; that every member’s opinions and stances have to be taken 
into account, be listened to and evaluated always before making each decision; that 
the majority has to rule; etc.) or voluntarism (to fall into the error of thinking that 
human will can achieve anything; that there are no material limits to its power; that 
any activity, however much contrary to human nature it be, can be sustained 
indefinitely over time, just through sheer willpower and without suffering serious 
problems and disorders; or that the will itself comes out of nowhere —free will- 
without being caused or influenced by previous or simultaneous circumstances; etc.). 
Among other essential differences regarding idealism. 


“Would it be desirable to aspire to have a value system that, though based on those 
tendencies and necessities (on all of them, not only on those which current morality 
regards as good), is subject to be changed or modification through the use of 
reason?” 


Is there any value system, ideology or culture susceptible of being modified through 
the use of reason and that is innocuous towards human nature in the long run? Could 
it exist? I don’t think so. 


Actually and deep down we are not rational (or we are hardly rational). Most people 
most of the time do not take reason as a guide (at least not enough to be regarded as 
rational). Most of the time we are not completely aware of what we do, or of the 
consequences and causes of our behavior, but we act automatically instead. Only 
sometimes and only some people pause to think about what they are doing or going 
to do, to what end and why. And, usually, deep down, most of (if not all) our 
behavior is motivated by non-rational, unconscious, non-voluntary, emotional 
impulses or tendencies. We say that we are “rational”, and we believe it, just 
because sometimes, very sporadically, some of us pause to reflect, more or less 
rigorously and profoundly (often insufficiently), about only some of the things we 
do or that surround us, we extract some conclusions from them and we take them 
into account when we act. But in reality, normally (most of the time and regarding 
most people) and deep down (regarding the fundamental motivations of our 
behavior) we actually aren’t rational. 


And I want to make clear that I am not defending irrationality with this’, but I am 
simply acknowledging the real limitations of rationality and criticizing our arrogant 
presumption that we are (always or mostly) “rational”. 


Thus, the members of a serious and efficient movement contrary to technoindustrial 
society must be able of using reason (to a higher degree than the average population) 
and certainly must try to use it as much as possible, but they can’t and mustn’t try to 
do it overlooking the limitations imposed on them by human nature. In fact, when 
acting, a movement which is really rational should take into account the intrinsic 
lack of rationality (or even the irrationality) of human beings. 


e Wouldn’t we again fall into the error of wanting to control our future [aspiring to 
have a value system that is subjected to be changed or modified through the use of 
reason] ? 


? Quite the opposite, reason is a valuable and necessary tool and irrationality, in the sense of that 
what is contrary to reason —not in the sense of that what merely is not rational; there are many 
things which are not rational but that are not necessarily contrary or incompatible with reason 
either-, is a problem. 


I will answer the issue of the error of trying to control our future in point (b). 


Anyway, we shouldn’t aspire to this. Because, apart from what I have said in the 
previous answer, the question is not to try to preach systems of values, ethics, 
morals, ideologies, etc. with the aim that the population at large would assume them, 
and thus their behavior would change and with it society would change too, and with 
society, its impact on Nature (including the impact on human nature) would change 
in turn. This would be part of the category of “reformism”, of reforming or 
“improving” technoindustrial society, of trying to mend it. And that which we must 
aim to is not this, but to physically destroy technoindustrial society, full stop. 


Of course, the members of a movement against technoindustrial society, like 
anybody else, whether or not he acknowledges it, would have some values and an 
ideology (which in their case would be very different from current conventional 
values and ideas in many respects) and the activity and the goal of the movement 
would be inspired by such values and ideas, but this activity wouldn’t be aimed at 
changing the ideas of the rest of people, but at physically prevent the 
technoindustrial society from moving forwrd, at making it completely and 
permanently break down. And nothing else. After this, let the Lord decide. Such a 
movement shouldn’t try to control what emerges later.’ 


To preach ideas and values is not efficient in order to solve the problems caused by 
technoindustrial society. However much one tries to impose an ideology or morals to 
modify people’s behavior, there are serious limitations that make this impossible to 
attain and to sustain in the long run. Among them, the fact that people usually don’t 
function rationally and consciously based on some ideas. Every time they do 
something, they don’t think: “I am going to do this. Is it compatible with my ideas or 
not? And thus, must I do it or not?” Usually, save exceptions, people do it, or do not 
do it, without pausing to think much about it, neither before, nor meanwhile, nor 
after doing it. And, thus, a whole complex propagandistic apparatus is necessary in 
order to ideologically modify their behavior; and this propagandistic apparatus is 
greatly based on unconsciously manipulating emotional or non-rational aspects, not 
merely on logically, explicitly, coldly and dispassionately preaching ideas and 
values. And even so, such an indoctrinating apparatus always will be subject to some 
percentage of error (always there are “resistant” individuals who are immune to 
propaganda, on whom it doesn’t have the expected effect or doesn’t have any effect 
at all; remember, there are always individuals who stay out of the average values 
regarding some aspect). Therefore, it is also necessary for a repressive apparatus to 
exist, in order to keep these “resistant”, dissident or rebel individuals in check. And 
such propagandistic and repressive apparatuses need to be kept functioning 
continuously by great organizations, which in turn need great and complex societies, 
and often, they need technologically advanced means too. If propaganda or 
repression get slackened, people soon act again however they want (i.e., they do 
what their own nature makes them do). That is, in order to effectively preach and 
inculcate values and ideas which are contrary to technoindustrial society to people at 
large, one would need to sustain precisely a complex and large society, greatly 
comparable to the existing technoindustrial society. Even if only because of this, 
changing people’s ideas in order to change their behavior, and so to change 


> And it is very improbable that what mostly and spontaneously emerges and prevails after the 
collapse will be precisely the same value system and ideas on which the movement for 
destroying technoindustrial society was based. 


(“improve”) society shouldn’t be the strategy used by a serious and efficient 
movement which really was contrary to technoindustrial society. 


Regarding (b), something similar happens; generally speaking it is true that the 
development of complex and dynamic systems is intrinsically unpredictable beyond a 
short interval of time and a very limited precision. This implies that, especially in the 
long term and at large scale, complex processes and systems are not only unpredictable, 
but also uncontrollable and impossible to run consciously and voluntarily. Complexity 
(the number of interactions among the elements that constitute these systems, as well as 
the number of factors that determine the structure and dynamics of these systems) is so 
high that development processes always depart more or less from what had been 
planned or foreseen (the longer the term and the larger the scale taken into account the 
more they depart from it), sooner or later spoiling the attempts to govern or control 
them; or force one to constantly revise and modify them, so that they end up far away 
from the initially planned goals. Social systems are paradigmatic examples of the 
phenomenon of the unpredictability and the impossibility of controlling and running 
complex processes of development; and movements are, actually, social systems (sets 
constituted by people interacting). So, from this point of view, it would be impossible to 
adequately steer the development, not only of the future society, but of the very 
movement devoted to transforming it (to destroying it, in this case). In fact, this is 
certainly a problem that threatens to with nullify any attempt to create and develope a 
movement for destroying technoindustrial society. 


Yet, in real life, there are cases of groups, organizations, movements, etc. which go on 
and work more or less efficiently (i.e., they attain their goals, at least to some extent and 
degree). Then, there have to be some kinds of traits or circumstances which, if they are 
met, make it possible to some extent for an organization to direct its own development 
and maintenance. 


I think that there are some peculiar features that a serious and efficient movement 
against technoindustrial society should meet, which could prevent, at least for some 
time, such movement from departing from its original goal and could allow this 
movement to attain this goal before becoming completely uncontrollable or corrupted. 


First, the movement should be a merely destructive movement, in the sense that its end 
should be to eliminate the technoindustrial system; it should neither be to build a new 
society nor to reform or to mend the existing one. To destroy is much easier than to 
build, if only because it goes in favor of entropy (i.e., in favor of the general tendency of 
the universe to break down and mess up those systems that constitute it), instead of 
against it. In order to build, reform or simply to maintain a system it is necessary to 
make a great effort constantly, permanently and indefinitely. In order to destroy it, it is 
often sufficient to stop making, or to make impossible, the efforts that maintain it; or 
even sometimes, just to make an initial effort that sets off or make possible a series of 
processes that tend to break it down spontaneously. 


Second, and related with this latter point, the movement, being merely destructive, 
wouldn’t need to, nor should maintain itself beyond the point of the achievement of its 
end: the elimination of technoindustrial society. Its existence should be limited just to 
the time needed to destroy the technoindustrial system. Thus, it wouldn’t need to, nor 
should it indefinitely create or sustain structures or dynamics beyond those that are 
necessary to merely combat and destroy technoindustrial society. Its goal wouldn’t be to 
create, control and govern indefinitely a new society (or the same but reformed society), 
but just to eliminate technoindustrial society. After this, its labor would be concluded 


and there would be no point in trying to continue to exist (in the remote case that this 
was possible). This would reduce the time of existence of the movement and, with it, 
the probability of it ending up being corrupted or derailed from its original course by 
unforeseen (and unpredictable) emergent factors during its development. An 
organization whose target is to build, to reform or to sustain (to manage) systems or 
processes has to try to maintain itself indefinitely over the time. But one whose target is 
just to destroy them hasn’t. This implies that sooner or later a constructive, reforming or 
managing organization will end up being corrupted, that is, departing from its original 
goals, for various reasons, among which are for example, the shift in the goals of its 
members who will end up going away from the initial goals of the organization;* the 
emergence of complications and unforeseen factors which will force the organization to 
change its strategies and with them, in practice, its goals; the emergence of 
complications and unforeseen factors per se, will also make impossible the original 
construction, reformation or management labor of the organization, through eventually 
modifying considerably the built, reformed or managed system;° etc. 


Third, in order to work efficiently an organization of any kind has to show a minimum 
internal order. Its members have to know what their place is inside the structure of the 
group, what their functions and their powers are. They have to know what they can do 
and what they can’t, what they must do and what they mustn’t. They have to be 
coordinated, so that what some of them do doesn’t interfere negatively with what other 
members do, and this way, the organization functions efficiently as a whole towards its 
goal. And they have to respect this order. This is to say that there has to be some degree 
of hierarchy and discipline. Otherwise, the organization will be a chaos and it won’t be 
able to function efficiently. In the case of a movement against technoindustrial society 
the hierarchy should be quite clearly defined and strict in order to allow the movement 
to carry out the difficult task of efficiently combating technoindustrial society. Loose, 
decentralized, horizontal, relaxed or “informal” ways of “organization”, in which each 
member or subset of members acts greatly autonomously and independently from the 
rest of members, without a minimum of central coordination, without a leading body 
and without acknowledging any hierarchy inside the “group”, and in which every 
member thinks that he has the same ability and authority to act or decide, either are 
mere hypocrisy (in fact and in practice there is some kind of hierarchy, but it is not 
openly acknowledged) or they promote the lack of coordination and the inefficiency of 
the groups that embrace them. And, of course, they attract “low quality” (undisciplined, 
disorganized, lazy, unbalanced, etc.) people, which will help that “organization” forget 
its original goal. 


“ The members of any organization which existence prolongs itself for a long enough time will 
end up in practice having as their main goals the status and the power inside the organization, 
the advantages that it could provide them at the personal level, etc. and the goal for which the 
organization was created would be relegated to the background or simply to the oblivion in 
practice 

> Often, for example, the maintenance or achieving of what at first were just necessary means to 
attain the main original goal end up becoming goals themselves which hog most of the attention 
and effort of the organization, relegating the original main goal to the background, or making it 
disappear completely. 

ê After a time, the system and the processes which the organization was at first trying to create 
and maintain won’t be yet the same, and thus, the initial goal or the organization not only won’t 
have been met -what is created is now another different thing from what was originally planned- 
, but also, if it wants to keep on trying to do its labor, it will end up having to considerably 
modify its initial goals. 


If an organization is of the “destructive” type (its goal is just to eliminate something, 
and not to build, sustain or reform anything), if it is clear about when its labor ends (it is 
clear about the fact, when it manages to destroy that which it wants to eliminate, its 
reason to be will end too), and if it is organized enough, then chances are for the 
organization to prolong the period during which it can act correctly and efficiently 
before being overtaken by unforeseen circumstances and factors and/or getting 
corrupted. 


So, going back to your question: “Wouldn’t we again fall into the error of wanting to 
control our future?” the answer is “yes and no”. “Yes” in the sense of that it implies 
wishing to take the future development of technoindustrial society to a point at which it 
collapses. And this, at first glance and in a loosen sense, it would be to try to plan, 
control and direct rationally and consciously the future development of technoindustrial 
society, to some extent, which, in principle, is impossible and counterproductive. Yet, in 
fact, there is a great difference between trying to build, sustain or reform society and 
just trying to destroy it. The latter, if it is carried out adequately, is not only possible 
(though it is very improbable, as I have pointed out throughout this entire letter), but 
won’t necessarily produce the kinds of chronic disorders and problems which usually 
are associated with attempts to artificially build, reform or sustain complex and dynamic 
systems. 


As you can see, I also share greatly your doubts about the possibility of a movement 
emerging and functioning (see for example, “Basic Requirements” or point 12 of 


“Critique of Ted Kaczynski’s Anti-tech Revolution”) and the above is just my way of 
trying to solve them. 





Regarding the “good” and “bad/evil” issue, we probably would have much to discuss 
about it (if it really were worth discussing, and I don’t think so). Anyway, I am going to 
summarize the most basic ideas in some few points: 


1. At a general, formal and abstract level: 


e I don’t believe in the existence of the absolute good(ness), but I do believe in the 
existence of the absolute evil(ness) (that is, that there are things that are bad 
regardless who evaluates them, whether anybody evaluates them or not and which 
is the perspective from which one evaluates them). 


I regard the relative or subjective concepts of good(ness) and bad(ness)/evil(ness) 
as another completely different and independent thing from the latter: There are 
some things that we can regard as relatively or subjectively bad (i.e., harmful for 
somebody or for something in particular or depending on the point of view from 
which they are evaluated), or good (i.e., beneficial for somebody or for something 
in particular or depending on the point of view from which they are evaluated), but 
which actually are not necessarily absolutely good or bad. And “vice versa”, there 
are some things that are absolutely bad (though there is no absolutely good thing) 
but which can be relatively good. Henceforth, unless I say it otherwise explicitly, 
when I say “bad/evil” or “good” I will be referring just to the concepts of absolute 
bad(ness) and good(ness). The relative morals is another completely different issue 
from what I am going to discuss here and it mustn’t be mixed up with this. 


e To me, there are some things that are bad, and the rest of the things are neither bad 
nor good. 


If something has value (is valuable), this means that it is important. If it has 
absolute or intrinsic value, this means that it has value objectively, regardless who 
regards it as important, if someone regards it important and which is the 
perspective from which it is regarded as important or not. Henceforth, when I say 
“value” or “valuable” I will be referring just to absolute value. 


That something is “valuable” doesn’t mean that it is “good”, but simply that it is 
not bad, that it is as it must be. The valuable thing is neither bad nor good (though 
the opposite not always is true: what is neither good nor bad not necessarily is 
valuable; sometimes it simply can be valueless). 


That which is bad, the evil, is that which goes against that which has value. 


That something is bad implies that it shouldn’t exist. Thus, evil(ness) should be 
fought. 


e Someone could ask: “And what is the difference between your concept of the 
valuable and the conventional concept of the good(ness)? Isn’t it simply to call the 
same thing using another name?” No. When one says that something is good, he 
usually implies not only that this thing is as it must be, i.e., that it is valuable, but in 
addition that it must be artificially increased, multiplied, favoured, that one has to 
exert himself in order to make this thing exist in an amount as big as possible, the 
more of it the better, and that not to do this effort to increase the good(ness) is 
something bad. When one says that something is good, he usually implicitly 
suggests that it is not enough for it to be as it already is per se, spontaneously, but 
that it must be artificially increased as much as possible. It is never good enough. 
There can always be more of it, and this would be even better. So the concept of 
good(ness) usually is inextricably associated to the concept of creating 
“good(ness)” and of adding “good(ness)” to that which is not bad, of “improving” 
or “doing good”. I think that evil(ness) should be fought, but I do also think that 
one mustn’t try to do good. The only real, possible and acceptable absolute 
“improvement” is to reduce the amount of evil(ness), so that which originally 
wasn’t bad can recover itself -can recover its value-, but not to add “good(ness)”’ to 
that which is not bad. To add “good(ness)” is always, in one way or another, a kind 
of doing bad (often one of the worst ways of doing bad, because its evilness is 
disguised as goodness and, thus, at least at first, it is less obvious). To do good or to 
try to “improve” (to add “good(ness)” to) something valuable (that is already as it 
must be) always implies ruining it (reducing its value), i.e., doing evil. 


e That which is valuable has to be defended. To defend it isn’t to try to do good or to 
improve it, but simply to avoid doing evil, that is, to prevent the reduction of the 
value of that which is valuable, its worsening. 


2. At a especific level (application of 1 in reality): 


e Wild Nature (i.e., that which is not artificial -that which is not a work made by 
human beings- and is autonomous —that which has its own dynamics-) is neither 
bad nor good, but it is valuable. 


e Wild Nature has absolute value. Furthermore, it is the highest value, the most 
important thing. 


e Thus, that which goes against wild Nature is bad. 


e To try to “improve” wild Nature is bad. 


Of course, all this is a basic and simplified summary. There can be, and in fact there are, 
complexities and nuances that I am not going to discuss here, but which anyway could 
be solved logically and carefully by developing the ideas presented in this summary. 


And yes, all this is metaphysics (it is beyond the possibility of being completely 
demonstrated or refuted based on empirical facts). No value, value judgement, morals 
(i.e., everything that is about the good(ness) and the bad(ness)), ethics (i.e., that which is 
about what must be done or not, which deep down is the same as morals —what must be 
done or not is directly derived from that which is regarded as good or bad-), etc. can be 
logically inferred from empirical facts. One must always refer to other previous values 
or a system of values, which in turn has the same limitation. So one always ends up 
referring to some value that can’t be inferred from empirical facts. That is, the objective 
existence of the value of something (or the absence of it; or its evilness) or the validity 
(or lack of validity) of the defense of its value (or of the absence of it; or of its evilness) 
can’t be empirically proven and thus, in practice, it boils down to a mere issue of either 
believing in them or not.’ The basis of ethics or morals is not empirical, but probably 
emotional and certainly involuntarily chosen (one feels some moral leaning or another, 
and he doesn’t choose which one to feel). If one has in common with some other person 
the belief in (or the feeling of) the objective existence or the validity of some value, 
both can reach, through the use of logic, some agreement and come to defend value 
judgements or moral systems based on said common value. If not, there is no way ever 
to reach an agreement just rationally arguing. This alone makes discussing about values 
a waste of time when the values defended or assumed by each party are utterly different 
or even incompatible. Never has a discussion about morals, however rational it pretends 
to be, made anybody change his basic values (only propaganda or certain very specific 
circumstances can achieve this, and in the case of propaganda, as I have already said, 
only incompletely and precariously). 


Discussing about facts can be efficient and practical (descriptions), but discussing about 
values (evaluations and duties) isn’t. It can be entertaining, interesting or intellectually 
stimulating to discuss about metaphysics when one has nothing more urgent or 
important to do (a pastime like any other, so to say), but if one wants to achieve 
something at the practical, strategical or political level (“political” in the sense of 
aiming to achieve changes in a society) it is greatly useless or even counterproductive (a 
diversion of time and attention to non-priority or useless issues).* It is like in the fable 
of the two rabbits and the dogs. The rabbits started to argue about whether the dogs who 
pursued them were greyhounds or warren hounds instead of keeping on running, and 
eventually the dogs caught them. If one starts arguing about whether the 
technoindustrial system is bad, or about whether Nature has intrinsic value, or about 
whether absolute evil exists with those who are not clear in their minds about these 
issues or with those who think just the opposite, he is not going to achieve anything, 
because it is not possible to rationally convince them, so he is just going to waste his 
time and energy. These premises have to be taken for granted by those who feel that 


7 Though I think that there are some indications and reasons to rationally defend the objective 
existence of certain values; but anyway, these are not empirical proofs but merely indirect 
logical arguments. 

$ With this “greatly” I am meaning that they are unpractical and even counterproductive beyond 
some basic necessary reflection and argument to make clear one’s own ideas, values and 
positions and to set the differences from those of others in order to know thus for what one must 
work or not, how and with whom. 


they are true or valid; they just have to be assumed, and that is that; and then they just 
have to devote themselves to develop ideas and activity from them. 


H: J find a serious incompatibility between harmonizing the satisfaction of one’s own 
power process (taking into account how little we can satisfy it today) and having the 
necessary time that, in my opinion, a movement would require in order to function 
adequately. My own experience has shown me how difficult it is to make these two 
aspects compatible. In those scarce and isolated moments when I managed to live more 
or less autonomously, I did so at the cost of investing much time and effort in it, so I 
hardly had time left to do anything else. It also drew my attention when I saw that in the 
article “Basic Requirements” to which you refer above, where you comment something 
similar to this. 


According to your own experience, do you think that it is somehow possible to reconcile 
these two aspects ? 


U.R.: The answer is “it depends on each case”. 


Usually, the total and adequate satisfaction of psychical necessities inside 
technoindustrial society is not possible.’ Yet, as a general rule, if one tries he can 
achieve a minimal (though not complete) satisfaction that allows him to maintain some 
degree of mental balance and health. 5 


To achieve this minimal satisfaction and to do it in such a way that leaves enough time 
for doing other important things (like, for example, devoting oneself to seriously 
working for a movement against technoindustrial society) depends on the personal 
necessities of each person (remember that, while human nature has some traits that are 
common to the whole species, there are also a lot of variation among individuals 
regarding the way and the degree in which those traits express themselves). 


And also it depends on their circumstances. For example, there can be people whose 
economic conditions are comfortable and allow them to devote much time to other 
activities beyond the mere satisfaction of certain basic necessities, but there can be other 
people who must work from morning till night just to merely live poorly. And it doesn’t 
just depend on the economic circumstances of each person, of course. It also depends on 
their most immediate social environment, on whether they have more or less social or 
affective duties or ties of any kind. 


And it depends, to some extent, on the personality and the attitude of each person too; 
on how he organizes himself; on how he faces adversity; on his endurance and 
resistance; on his willpower; on his tenacity; etc. 


Each case is different. There can be people (probably the majority) who haven’t the 
adequate circumstances or the necessary character, or neither of them. And perhaps 
there are some who do meet the requirements and can come to reconcile, to some 
extent, the minimal satisfaction of their physical and psychical needs with the degree of 
dedication that a serious movement against technoindustrial society would require. 


° This also depends on what each person needs; some people adapt better because they need less 
autonomy, they feel fulfilled enough carrying out surrogate activities without ever questioning 
the real character of these activities, and/or they have less psychological necessities or interests 
generally. 

10 Another completely different thing is that many people can’t achieve or maintain them 
because of various motives or circumstances; but in principle, it is possible. Otherwise there 
would be even many more deranged people than those who already exist. 


And it is also possible that one has to make some personal sacrifice anyway and to leave 
some minor personal ends or needs unfulfilled. The success of this sacrifice in the long 
run (to be able to maintain it without suffering serious disorders) will depend on the 
importance the sacrificed personal goals actually have for each person. For example, for 
some people it is very important to have a big family with many children, but for other 
people it isn’t. A family like this requires a lot of time and effort and leaves little time 
and energy for other things. Those who sincerely feel this need, will usually have many 
problems with having enough time left for other important things (unless they are rich 
and can sustain such a family without working much and /or pay others to take care of 
it; and it is possible that even in such a case they would have serious problems, because 
a great part of their need will not so much consist of just in having and maintaining 
many children, but in being able to spend much time with this family). '' 


And, finally, one should have it clear in his mind too what it is that he wants, what it is 
that he looks for above all. Is it the complete fulfilment of one’s own personal goals or 
the achievement of other non-personal ends? And for this, one must first know how to 
differentiate between both kinds of goals and not to mix them up. And this is something 
that people often fail to do correctly. 


As you can see, there is no easy answer which can be applied generally. 


And this is all for the moment. I hope to have somehow clarified your doubts, though 
admittedly they are very complicated issues and so they haven’t an easy and 
unmistakable, neither totally convincing nor clear-cut answer. Unfortunately. 


H In addition of that it generates conflict of priorities when the time comes: if at some point they 
have to choose between sacrificing or harming his own family in order to advance toward the 
movement’s goal, which one of both things would these people choose? 


